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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Management at the International 
Hellenic University.  
Purpose –The study aims to discover the social impact of social enterprises in the 
Bolgatanga municipality and the needed actions to increase their impact on the local 
communities.  
Methodology –A case study approach was adopted for this study. Data were gathered 
using a survey and in-depth interviews with five social enterprises and an official from 
the Bolgatanga municipal assembly. Again, the Social Impact Assessment was 
employed as the theoretical framework for the study. Finally, the findings were 
presented using descriptive statistics and inferential statistics.  
Findings –It was observed there is a minimum understanding of social enterprises by 
the local people, also the social performance of social enterprises in the local 
communities was considered moderate, and local people were not fully involved in the 
development process. 
Practical implications–The study informs policy-makers, development practitioners on 
needed actions to solve social problems in local communities.  
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1.0 Chapter 1. Introduction 
Social entrepreneurship is on the ascent especially among nascent entrepreneurs as they 
see the concept as an approach to address social issues such as poverty, education, 
corruption, sanitation, etc. (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor [GEM] report on social 
entrepreneurship 2015). Africa is the fastest-growing continent in population, growing at 
a pace of 2.55% annually in 2010-2015 (United Nations Department of Economics and 
Social Affairs [UN DESA]). Nonetheless, these identified issues are seen everywhere, for 
instance, 41% of Sub-Saharan Africans living in extreme poverty, 250 million Africans 
anticipated to face water shortages by 2020 (United Nations Department of Economics 
and Social Affairs [UN DESA], 2018). Regrettably, political and social institutions' efforts in 
addressing social issues have not been the best (Deloitte Global Human Capital Trends 
2018 report). It is thus assumed 'Change-makers' will fill the vacuum through social 
entrepreneurial activities (GEM report on social entrepreneurship 2015).  
Ghana is classified as a low-middle-income country this propels policymakers and 
development practitioners to re-examine ‘sustainable development’ (Klassen et al., 
2017), lower-middle-income countries are often characterized by poverty, inequality, 
poor healthcare, unemployment, over-reliance on agriculture, and rapid population 
(World Development Indicators [WDI], 2019; Banks et al., 2017). Surrounding these 
problems Ghana enjoys a steady growth due to its stable democratic governance yet, 
there are statistical records of geographical imbalance in the distribution thus, growth 
tends to be biased in favor of regional capitals and urban areas at the expense of rural 
communities (Jonah et al., 2018; United Nations Development Program [UNDP] Ghana 
report, 2015), for instance, the gap between rural and urban areas in Ghana is 37.9% and 
10.6% respectively (The Borgen Project Ghana’s poverty rate and inequality report, 
2017). To tackle these issues, the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development places greater value on culture in development, simply, to meet the 
Sustainable Development Goals [SDGs], the local knowledge which is rooted in cultural 
identity of the people (Fritz-Vietta et al., 2017), should be considered as this influences 
how the social issues are perceived and interpreted by local communities (Vanclay, 
2016).  
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The international poverty line classifies people who live below $ 1.90 daily as poor, 
however, the  Multidimensional Poverty Index [MPI] (2019) views poverty beyond daily 
expenditure, rather poverty is characterized by poor health, unsafe drinking water, lack 
of education, health, shelter, food, and absence of other social services. In search of new 
solutions to social problems, (Gandhi & Raina, 2018), demonstrates social 
entrepreneurship has evolved right on time to address these concerns, although social 
entrepreneurship as an academic field is still emerging (Haynes, 2011), it remains the 
topic for discussion particularly in emerging economies (Sengupta et al., 2018). In a 
recent study by the Rosenberg International Franchise Center (RIFC) of the University of 
New Hampshire (2019), findings showed ‘the lower the well-being of the citizens and the 
larger the size of the population, the more impactful social entrepreneurship can be’. 
Similarly, (Santos, 2012) asserts Sub-Saharan Africa continent is a case of a location 
where social entrepreneurial models can be utilized to address social issues. Having set 
the context for the discussion the next sections will focus on the problem statement, 
objectives, research questions, description of the case study area, methods, research 
gap, and limitations of the study.  
1.2 Problem Statement  
Although the Bolgatanga Municipality in the Upper East region of Ghana is catching up 
with urbanization (Population and Housing Census, [PHC] 2010), government statistics on 
poverty show that northern Ghana (Upper East, Upper West and Northern) continues to 
be the poorest in the country (Ghana Statistical Service, 2000), thus there are disparities 
in the development of these regions of which the Bolgatanga municipality is included, 
this hinders the growth of the entire country economy. 
In Bolgatanga, there are prevalence of social issues such as poverty, unemployment, 
illiteracy, gender discrimination, ethnic conflicts, poor health, water crisis, and poor 
sanitation (United Nations Human Rights, Office of the High Commissioner [OHCHR], 
2018; United States Agency for International Development [USAID] Feed the Future 
Bolgatanga municipal report, 2017). Data reveal 20, 832 people are poor, this accounts 
for 14.7% and 5.6% poverty prevalence and poverty depth respectively, more to it,  
41.3% of households live in extreme hunger, (United States Agency for International 
Development [USAID] Feed the Future Bolgatanga municipal report, 2017; Poverty 
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Mapping Report, 2015). This study provides answers to the following questions: Who are 
local people? What is local knowledge? What are social enterprises and their impact on 
the community? (Mahmoudi et al., 2013), asserts sustainable development goes beyond 
technical innovation hence, the social problems in a community need to be carefully 
considered from local people’s viewpoint (Vanclay, 2012) in order to solve them. In 
measuring social impact, (Rivera-Santos et al, 2015), say the ethnic background and 
extreme poverty impacts ‘both self-perception and activity choices’, drawing a 
connection between social enterprises and the environmental context. Social enterprises 
are businesses that use commercial strategies to address societal problems (Yunus et al., 
2010), The paper argues local knowledge is important for local-level development,  by 
this, the study examines the importance of local knowledge which is rooted in cultural 
identity of the people (Fritz-Vietta et al., 2017; Mehta et al, 2011), on community 
development (Asibey, 2017; Maraña, 2010:3). The construction of the people’s 
knowledge is influenced by socio-cultural factors (Weedon, 2004, p. 23), local knowledge 
refers to a distinctive knowledge restricted to a specific culture or community, it includes 
the beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes that people hold on their social environment, how 
they address challenges and accept modern information (Warburton & Martin, 1999; 
Senanayake, 2006). The people living in this definite spatial location are called local 
people or locals. Although the kind of knowledge the locals hold is flexible and has 
emerged from people’s experiences (Melchias, 2001), it has been tried and fosters 
relationships to build community engagement (Graham et al., 2015).  
1.3 Objectives  
Overall, the study aims to discover the social impact of social enterprises in the 
Bolgatanga municipality. Consequently, this work investigates the relationship between 
Local Knowledge and Community Development. The specific objectives are;  
1. To examine local people’s knowledge of social enterprises 
2. To identify the impact of social enterprises on the community.  
3. To assess the extent local people are engaged in social development projects in 
the community. 
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1.4 Description of the Case Study Area  
Bolgatanga is a town in the Upper East region of Ghana, it serves as the capital of the 
Bolgatanga municipal assembly, the town is often abbreviated as Bolga. Geographically, it 
is bordered to the north by the Bongo District, south and east by the Talensi and Nabdam 
Districts accordingly, and Kassena-Nankana District to the west. Bolga has a landmass of 
729  and lies between latitudes 10°30' and 10°50' North and longitudes 0°30' and 
1°00' West (Population and Housing Census [PHC], 2010), Bolgatanga has a total 
population of 131,550 of which 52% are females and 47.7% are males (PHC, 2010).  
The total household population size is 129, 696 with an average household size of 5 
persons (PHC, 2010). The town is noted for agriculture, about 60% of households in the 
municipality are into agriculture, other economic activities include tourism, trade, and 
commerce chiefly crafts (PHC, 2010). The native people in Bolga area are the Grunis, 
other settlers like Akan’s, Ga-Adanbge and Ewes have migrated to the area, but they are 
in the minority (PHC, 2010). The indigenous people uphold chieftaincy institution, family 
systems, and practice the patrilineal form of traditional inheritance. Also, Christianity, 
Traditional, and Islam are the major religious groups in the municipality (PHC, 2010). 
 
Figure 1. Map of Ghana and Bolgatanga municipality showing the location of the study 
area (Adapted from Abanyie et al., 2016). 
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1.5 Methods  
This work reviewed existing kinds of literature on the subject matter under discussion, it 
employed mainly the case study research method. The case study method was 
considered appropriate because the research questions are descriptive in nature thus, it 
seeks to find what social enterprises in Bolgatanga are doing or have done to address 
social issues (Shavelson & Towne, 2002, pp. 99-10), secondly, this method offered the 
study the reality on the ground instead of ‘derived’ data (Bromley, 1986, p. 23), enabling 
the researcher to conduct evaluations on their impacts in the local communities (Yin, 
2016).  Again, a number of factors influenced the decision to select  Bolgatanga 
municipality as the case study area, first Bolgatanga is undergoing rapid growth and 
urbanization this pose social challenges in the local communities (PHC, 2011), also,  the 
area has been mapped as a conflict zone, there are cases of unresolved chieftaincy 
conflicts, land disputes and, recurrent violence (UNDP Mapping Conflict Zones in Ghana, 
2012; Lund, 2008), Yin (2012) suggest such events make a ‘case special’ to consider. The 
study adopts the Social Impact Assessment framework for action (Vanclay et al., 2015), as 
the theoretical proposition, it established the connection such as “ a (hypothetical) story 
about why acts, events, structures and thoughts occur” ( Sutton & Staw, 1995, p. 378), 
the SIA theory informed the research questions and the relevant data to be collected and 
analyzed in the study ( Yin, 2012). In collecting the data for this study, a mixed-method 
was combined to gain in-depth knowledge of the social issues and numerical 
measurement of the social enterprise's impact in Bolgatanga municipality. A qualitative 
approach was employed using, key informant interviews with five social enterprises and 
municipal development officers. Also, in the quantitative approach, the study used 
household surveys to measure the perceived social impacts, socio-cultural factors that 
influence social impacts and the extent to which locals are involved in social development 
projects in Bolgatanga, municipality. Finally, the study used descriptive statistics to 
describe the features of the data collected and inferential statistics to give insights about 
the relationship between the variables.  
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1.6 Research Gap 
Current research on social entrepreneurship globally focuses on measuring social impact 
(Rawhouser, Cummings, & Newbert, 2017), In Ghana, existing literature on 
entrepreneurship centers on commercial entrepreneurship (Adom & Asare-Yeboa, 2016; 
Quaye & Acheampong, 2013; Buame, 2012; Dzisi, 2008) rather than social 
entrepreneurship. The state of social enterprises and its landscape in Ghana (Darko & 
Koranteng, 2015), indicates social entrepreneurship in new and now gaining grounds. The 
writings on social entrepreneurship give attention to the emergence of the concept, 
providing a contextual meaning, acquiring resources (Duah-Agyemang, 2017), and the 
challenges of the management of social enterprises in Ghana (Balasu, 2017). There is a 
paucity of research on measuring the impact social enterprises create in the local 
communities, yet, referring back to the literature review, social impact measurement is 
vital for social enterprises to assess the social change, growth, and areas that need 
further improvement (Irudaya et al., 2018). Further, the review showed local knowledge 
is necessary for community engagement (Graham et al., 2015; Mehta et al, 2011), thus, 
social enterprises need to integrate local people's knowledge which is formed by their 
socio-cultural beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions in all stages of the community projects 
and interventions (Vanclay et al., 2015). The study contributes to social entrepreneurship 
literature in Ghana by examining the impact of social enterprises on the community from 
the perspectives of local people in Bolgatanga municipality, the findings of the research 
inform policy-makers and development practitioners on needed actions to solve social 
problems in local communities. 
1.7 Organization of the Study 
The study is presented in five chapters. The first chapter provides the introduction, 
problem statement, objectives, research questions, description of the case study area, 
methods, and research gap. Chapter two examines the literature on entrepreneurship, 
social entrepreneurship, social enterprise, and social impact measurement. Later, the 
review demonstrates how Social Impact Assessment framework for action can help social 
enterprises to understand locals issues in their communities of operation and develop 
necessary actions to solve the identified social problems. Chapter three gives a detailed 
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description of the methods used for this study. Chapter four analyzes the data and 
findings from the field and chapter five summarises the key findings, conclusion, and 
recommendations.  
 1.8 Limitations of the Study 
One main limitation of the study was the unwillingness of respondents to provide 
detailed information, some presumed the information obtained is for political purposes 
since the next general election is near. Also, the online survey required the use of the 
internet and basic literacy, this affected the distribution channel as many people in the 
municipality were outside these categories.  
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2.0  Chapter 2. Literature Review   
 
2.1 Evolution and Definition of Entrepreneurship  
 
Many people describe the term entrepreneurship as opportunity identification (Shane & 
Eckhart, 2003), today, the term has become complex making it difficult for researchers to 
describe (Global Entrepreneurship and Development Institute [GEDI], 2015). Historically, 
entrepreneurship originates from a thirteenth-century French word ‘entreprendre’ which 
means to undertake, people engaged in business activities are referred to as 
entrepreneurs (Sobel, 2003). Richard Cantillon (1697-1734) an Irish French economist is 
often recognized as the first to introduce the term in academia in his book “Essay on the 
Nature of Trade in Genera” written around 1730. Cantillon attributes entrepreneurship 
to the willingness to bear risk despite uncertainties. By 1800s economist, Jean-Baptiste 
Say also popularized the term, Say conceived the role of the entrepreneur as directing 
resources out of a lower region into a more productive region. Clearly, from Cantillon and 
Say’s perspective, there is a positive correlation between risk and returns and this 
motivates entrepreneurs to embrace risk (Tsai & Laun, 2016). In recent times, it is 
impressive to note entrepreneurship goals and success transcend financial gains rather 
more people are passionate to make a positive difference in the lives of others (Razmus & 
Laguna, 2018).  
Schumpeter (1965) defined “entrepreneurs as individuals who exploit market 
opportunity through technical and/or organizational innovation” Schumpeter’s definition 
introduces dynamism into the concept suggesting innovation is a requirement for survival 
in a competitive market. In summary, today’s entrepreneurs must rightly identify 
opportunities and merge them with innovation to be sustainable. 
 2.2 Social Entrepreneurship 
Previously, scholars paid attention to providing a working definition for the concept 
(Martin & Osberg, 2007), now, despite not reaching a consensus on the definition, 
research focus has shifted to measuring outcomes and impact (Rawhouser, Cummings, & 
Newbert, 2017), It also appears social entrepreneurship as a field has no theoretical 
limitations (Petrella & Richez-Battesti, 2014), However, researchers agree to the primary 
objective as making social impact rather than financial gains (Shaw & Carter, 2007, p. 
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419; Boschee & McClurg (2003, p. 3). Besides, Mair & Marti (2006), define social 
entrepreneurship 'as a process involving the innovative use and combination of resources 
to pursue opportunities to catalyze social change and/or address social needs' this 
definition synchronizes with Schumpeter’s innovation theory stressing the essence of 
creativity and innovation in any business model to achieve more for less regardless of 
scare resources. Mair and Marti’s definition is appropriate and adapted for this work, the 
concept of social entrepreneurship is now rising in Ghana (Social Enterprise Landscape in 
Ghana report, 2015; Duah-Agyemang, 2017), many of these ventures are young and face 
diverse challenges such as finance, human resource, low awareness, governance, and 
mission drift (Balasu, 2017), on this basis, innovation is essential for the survival of the 
social enterprises in Bolgatanga.  
2.3 Contrasting Classical Entrepreneurship and Social Entrepreneurship 
It is necessary to differentiate between classic and social entrepreneurs to establish a 
direction for this study. In the entrepreneurial process, scholars agree the distinction 
between classic and social entrepreneurship are not entirely separate rather their focus 
range from solely profit and social (Austin et al, 2012), moreover, the ‘necessity to 
innovate, to take risk as well coordinate resources’ (Schumpeter, 1934) are not divided in 
classic and social entrepreneurship (Estrin, Mickiewicz & Stephen, 2016), (Meysken et al., 
2010) remarks both entrepreneurs adopt same strategies to acquire and utilize 
resources. In contrast, classic entrepreneurs usually have financial capabilities to attract 
and employ experts whiles social entrepreneurs seldom employ talents since they cannot 
afford the market price (Oster, 1995), and so depend heavily on volunteers even for 
sensitive positions in the organization (Austin et al, 2012). Social entrepreneurship is a 
distinctive field that uses innovation to create social change and value (Dees & Anderson, 
2003; Emerson & Twersky, 1996), rather than personal gains and profits for shareholders 
(Zadek & Thake, 1997). The prime objective and purpose of social entrepreneurs is to 
tackle social problems (Yunus et al., 2010; Mair & Marti, 2006), comparably, social 
entrepreneurs find ‘sustainable solutions’ to address social issues and classical 
entrepreneurs aim to gain ‘sustainable advantage’ for their businesses (Santos, 2012), 
this factor drives how both entrepreneurs assess the success of their organizations, 
classical entrepreneurs measure performance mainly on monetary gains (Gandhi & Raina, 
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2018), whiles social entrepreneurs measure success based on impact and the social value 
created (Rawhouser, Cummings & Newbert, 2017; Lazzarini, 2018).  
To conclude, classic and social entrepreneurship are established on the traditional theory 
of entrepreneurship research (Dees, 2001; Mair & Marti, 2006), both play roles in 
economic growth and nation-building, thereby, is not practical to recognize one as better 
than the other (Bornstein and Davis, 2010). 
2.4 Characteristics of a Social Entrepreneur 
To illustrate the profile of the social entrepreneur, Ashoka a leading not-profit 
organization noted for promoting and supporting social entrepreneurs globally describes 
social entrepreneurs as ‘change-makers’, such people bring positive transformation to 
their communities (Maniam et al., 2018), scholars like (Drayton, 2006) say social 
entrepreneurs are distinguished by unique characteristics and ethical considerations. 
(İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015), contend personality traits often shape the social 
entrepreneurs’ intentions, personality as a concept refers to innate patterns of behavior 
of an individual that determines his response to the environment (Burger 2006; Robbins, 
Judge, 2012), personality traits include openness, conscientiousness, trustworthy, and 
empathetic (İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015), agreeably, (Mair & Marti, 2006) opine the term 
‘social entrepreneur’ centers on the traits of the entrepreneur and his behavior. To 
summarize, social entrepreneurs have an eye for social change, they are creative, 
innovative and exhibit leadership skills, they integrate their personal traits in the 
entrepreneurial process. 
2.5 Defining Social Enterprises 
There is a wide array of literature from scholars around the globe to what is a social 
enterprise [SE] and what is not, surrounding the rise in global issues such as poverty, 
health, climate, food, water, and gender inequality (United Nations Global Issues 
Overview, 2019), it is crucial that SEs are thoroughly considered (Dart 2004, p.413; Kerlin 
2010, p. 164; Teasdale 2012, p.100; Young & Lecy 2013, p. 1039). SEs are organizations 
that focus on social and environmental needs in the community and plow back profit into 
their social and environmental missions (Darko & Koranteng, 2015, p. 8), in distinguishing 
SEs, (Bielefeld, 2009, p.72), asserts SEs can be grouped as “non-profit, for-profit, and 
government activity”. However, in developing countries, SEs concentrate on providing 
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and improving basic needs like food, water sanitation, and agriculture whereas in high-
income economies attention is on waste management, nature conservation, services for 
physically challenged people and platforms for online social networking (The Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor [GEM] 2009 Global Report;  Bosma & Levie, 2009), In contrast, 
(Kanter & Purrington, 1998; Harding, 2006), believes SEs purpose on financial gains to be 
able to reinvest in community well-being. (William, 2007) mention SEs are community 
enterprises established by indigenous people to address specific social issues. 
2.5.1 Types of Social Enterprises  
In categorizing SEs, it is necessary to note the types are not universal thus to say, 
geographical context (Smith & Stevens, 2010) plays a key role in the groupings. There are 
a high number of Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and Community-Based 
Organizations (CBOs) in Bolgatanga (Mwakideu, 2016), however, scholars contend a 
fundamental basis of SEs is it generates income or be financially self-sustaining and not 
depend on grants and donations (Boschee, 2008), the following are some types of SEs in 
Ghana; 
Type of Social Enterprise  Brief Description  
Microfinance institutions (MFIs) 
 
 Non-traditional banks that provide 
financial services to individuals and 
micro-enterprises, target the 
vulnerable in the society giving them 
access to small loans (Moro Visconti, 
2016). 
Rural and Community Banks (RCBs) 
 
 Formal community-based institutions 
that mobilize rural savings, provide 
credit and other services to rural areas 
to enhance productive economic 
activities (Bank of Ghana, 2006). 
Savings and Loans (S&Ls) 
 
 Formal banking institutions that 
provide similar services to commercial 
banks but with a lower capital base to 
commercial banks though higher than 
RCBs. S&Ls provide short term 
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transactions with competitive interest 
rates through flexible payment 
methods (World Health Organization 
Regional Office for Africa, Ghana-
annual report, 2013). 
Susu Collectors & Credit Associations 
 
 One of the oldest traditional informal 
financial intermediaries in Africa 
predominantly in West Africa. Susu in 
the Akan language means ‘plan’ purely 
built on trust, members pool resources 
together by making daily small financial 
contributions, the sum amount is given 
to each contributor in rotation (Darko 
Osei, 2008; Ardener & Burman, 1995). 
Co-operatives Societies 
 
 An independently organized group 
aimed to promote their set objectives 
being social, economic, political or 
cultural empowerment of its members 
(Department of Cooperatives, 1990; 
Kyazze et al. 2017). 
Social enterprises 
 
 The primary objective is to ameliorate 
social problems through a financially 
sustainable business model, where 
surpluses (if any) are principally 
reinvested for that purpose.” 
(Steinman & van Rooij 2012, p. 7). 
Table 1.1: Social enterprises in Ghana, based on Social Enterprise Landscape in Ghana, 2015. 
2.6 Impact of social enterprise on community development  
 As established SEs play roles in nation-building, however, the core of the issue is the 
extent to which their activities impact the local people and the community at large 
(Malunga, Iwu, & Mugobo, 2014). An unpacking of the term ‘community development’ 
will help understand and assess the impact of SEs in these local settings. (Mendes, 2008), 
define community development as the “employment of community structures to address 
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social needs and empower groups of people. In other words, community development is 
an idea to equip local capacity to address their own issues (Amakye, 2017), the above 
definitions are founded on a wide knowledge of civil rights in which the local people have 
influence and participate in issues affecting them (Lee, 2003), Simply put, local people 
should be involved to ensure effective community development.   
In parity, SEs tackle social issues affecting community welfare, and community 
development are geared to advance concrete development in rural communities (Bonye, 
2013; Kapur, 2019). There is a direct connection between social enterprises and 
community development since both are focused on addressing social problems in the 
community. 
2.6.1 Social Contributions  
SEs are employing entrepreneurial strategies to combat poverty whiles achieving 
financial returns (Mead & Lieholm, 1998; Lateh et al, 2018), outcomes from Bangladesh, 
Kenya, and Malaysia indicates SEs are agents of social change, they provide social needs 
such as food, water, shelter, education, health, and sanitation services to deprived 
communities (Yunus 2012; Panum & Hasen, 2014; Kaswuri et al, 2018). In Haiti, reports 
show SEs are driving growth by reducing poverty, exclusion, and marginalization (Daniel, 
2014). In Ghana, SEs are developing resilient solutions to some of the community 
problems (Social Enterprise British Council report on Ghana, 2014), The British council 
report further states “The African narrative is gradually shifting from aid-led solutions to 
enterprise-led solutions to developmental problems.” Truly, this statement harmonizes 
with Africa Agenda 2063 vision of ‘An integrated, prosperous and peaceful Africa, driven 
by its own citizens, representing a dynamic force in the international arena’. In summary, 
it is correct to say SEs are on the path and are addressing unmet social needs in the 
community (Spear, 2017). 
2.6.2 Environmental Contributions  
Research suggests there are definitional challenges on SE and the environment (Vickers, 
2010), According to Vickers, the environment is an extensive sector which cuts across all 
sections and the term ‘social enterprise’ is a poorly defined. (Smith and Young 2007, p.4,) 
admit though the social economy stands for a range of socio-economic activities that 
ideally tackle social and environmental issues, little discussions and analyses have been 
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documented on the environment. The Social Enterprise World Forum held in Edinburg, 
2018 acknowledges many SEs tackle various environmental issues such as creating a CO2 
neutral and waste-free community. Nevertheless, the Forum charged social economy 
companies to do more to achieve a green environment 
2.6.3 Economic Contributions 
 SEs are drivers for economic change, making immense contributions in developing 
countries (Iorgulescu and Ravar, 2015), (Kazmi et al, 2016) in a review on SEs' impact on 
the economy of Pakistan shows SEs promote economic inclusion and growth. In Ghana, 
the case is no different, SEs create employment opportunities, provide loans for start-up 
ventures among other economic interventions to lift local communities (Duah-Agyemang, 
2017), According to (Agyemang-Togobo et al., 2016), SEs' have given aid to about 
103,148 people, in 2015, 98 SEs created a total of 958 job opportunities for people in 
Ghana. 
2.7 Culture and Social Enterprises  
Dacin (2011), opines a cultural approach to social entrepreneurship is necessary. For 
years, attention was not given to cultural elements as a necessary tool in community 
development until the 1980s Maraña (2010:3-4), Maraña adds, cultural factors influence 
the community development process and it is necessary to assess and analyze 
community development from a cultural perspective. (Wilson, 2015:1) remark social 
entrepreneurship practitioners often ignore to integrate cultural components in 
designing interventions and projects this he believes has an adverse impact on project 
outcomes.  
The post-2015 UN development agenda place emphasis on culture as ‘a driver and 
enabler of sustainable development’ consequently, SDGs adopt cultural heritage and 
diversity as an underlying principle to achieve the sustainable development agenda by 
2030. The SDGs guide illustrates how to adapt culture to achieve the 17 development 
goals at local levels. To sum up, culture has great relevance in community building.  
2.8 Theories and models in Social Impact Measurement 
In entrepreneurial research, Social Impact Measurement (SIM) remains paramount to 
scholars (Irudaya et al., 2018). SIM refers to the extent of social change SEs create in the 
   
  -15- 
lives of the local people and the community at large (Bassi, 2013); Emerson et. al., 2000).  
Measuring the impact of SEs has enormous benefits such as raising public awareness, 
attract more funding, and most importantly to identify shortfalls that need continuous 
improvement (Irudaya et al., 2018). Though the field of SIM is not new (Nicholls, 2009, 
2010), a number of impact measurement concepts and models have emerged, some of 
these  are John Elkington’s (1994) Triple Bottom Line [TBL or 3Ps], Geddes M. (1988) 
Social Audits and Social Accounting, Theory of Change popularized by Weiss in 1995 and 
Social Impact Assessment [SIA] (international version) updated in 2003 by the  
Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines and Principles for Social Impact Assessment 
(ICGP) 
SIA adopts a participatory approach to access impact (Irudaya et al., 2018). It considers 
the socio-cultural, economic and environmental context (Jacquet, 2014) in the process of 
the project initiation, implementation, institutionalization (Fullan, 2007; Miles et al., 
1987) and decommissioning if necessary (ICGP, 1994). The model enables community 
participation and involvement (Irudaya et al., 2018), literature barely raises criticism on 
this model (Wong, 2014). The SIA 2003 international version is adopted for the purpose 
of this study. 
2.8.1 Social Impact Assessment Model  
In May 1994, ICGP put forth guidelines and principles for social impact assessment often 
referred to as SIA (1994, US version) these principles were derived from the 
Environmental Impact Assessment which was earlier initiated in 1970 under the United 
States National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (Freudenburg 1986, p. 453; Burdge 
1994, p. 99 Vanclay 2006, p.4). Years later SIA 1994, US version received several 
criticisms, literature arguing its principles is limited to the context of the United States 
and thus lacks an international perspective particularly not a good fit for emergent 
nations (Vanclay 2006, pp.6-7), further, the model  ‘failed to identify its target audience’ 
(Vanclay 2006 p.7), instead, it paid attention to the negative repercussions of the projects 
on the people rather than focusing on the positive ones and channeling efforts to 
improve on the negative impacts. Vanclay described the target audience as legislative 
bodies, SIA practitioners, scholars, and beneficiaries. In 2013, the committee heeded to 
the criticism raised and provided an updated version for the earlier Guidelines and 
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Principles for Social Impact Assessment, this version is currently accepted by the 
International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) (Vanclay, 2015). 
Before delving into the framework of SIA, the term ‘social’ in development needs to be 
put in context. The word social appears difficult to define as it viewed in diverse ways 
(Pisani & Sandham 2006, p. 707), social may either have positive or negative sides usually 
the economic impact is considered positive (Leistritz & Murdock 1980, p. 156). SIA as a 
field of study and practice involves analyzing, monitoring and managing the social 
consequences of planned interventions (Esteves et al., 2012; Vanclay et al, 2003). SIA 
stresses social impacts differ in context thus, the same projects and interventions 
administered in different communities will have varied social impacts and must be 
weighed or assessed differently (Esteves et al., 2012; Vanclay et. 2003). This fact is 
relevant for our study area Bolgatanga Ghana, many development practitioners in the 
region run similar projects and interventions in addressing socio-economic challenges 
(Alnaa & Ahiakpor, 2015), without making necessary alterations to suit the environment. 
Osei (2015) describes this approach as ‘self-help without the self’.  
Figure 1.2 The SIA framework for action. (Adapted from Vanclay et al. 2015)  
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The framework above recommends practitioners and policymakers’ partner with local 
people in all the processes to better understand their social needs and together 
implement programs, policies and developmental projects that will achieve desired social 
outcomes (Vanclay et al. 2015). Structurally this concept is ideal for Bolgatanga, Ghana as 
most developmental interventions and programs in Ghana are often delivered from the 
top to down and this affects the project's success (Prempeh, 2019). 
2.8.2: Needed Actions to Enhance Social Impact 
Phase 1: understanding the local context 
Local socio-cultural characteristics should form the basis for designing sustainable 
development initiatives and programs (Vanclay et al 2015), the understanding phase 
helps development practitioners to gain insights into the social area of influence and local 
demographic trends by engaging key local actors and stakeholders to discuss and plan 
community development goals and recognize likely social risk and vulnerabilities that 
might threaten the success of the social intervention or project and avenues to mitigate 
them. The biophysical, social and institutional settings shape the people’s needs thus, 
suitable programs should be implemented by policymakers to address these concerns 
(Slootweg et al, 2001). Bolgatanga demographic trend shows a youthful population, with 
37% of the populace below 15 years. The PHC (2011) report indicates the municipality is 
catching up to urbanization, surrounding this, there is the tendency to overlook the 
vulnerable and related social risk factors affecting the development sites (Cobbinah & 
Erdiaw-Kwasie, 2016), hence, development projects must be designed with a social 
outlook specifically meeting different community needs (Writz & Volkmann, 2015).  
Phase 2: recognizing local concerns and capacities  
Acknowledging local knowledge and capacities in the social change process is crucial, key 
local actors and stakeholders in the communities must be rightly informed about the 
proposed interventions and programs. Also, development practitioners should foresee 
and assess the probable impact of the development interventions and make 
modifications where necessary to improve the planned interventions (Esteves & Barclay, 
2011; Esteves et al 2013). Again, likely redundancies and conflicts that may arise due to 
the planned interventions should be analyzed and assessed, Bolgatanga has been 
mapped as a conflict zone in Ghana the causal factors related to chieftaincy and the 
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control over resources (United Nations Development Programme [UNDP] draft report for 
conflict mapping Northern Ghana, 2012), notwithstanding, the region is known for 
agriculture, crafts, and tourism (Ghana Tourism Authority report, 2017; Mansson, 2011). 
Phase 3: engaging local communities  
Community engagement is a strategy to ensure positive outcomes of developmental 
interventions and programs (Weger et al, 2018), this phase factors local perceptions, 
attitudes, feelings, social and cultural heritage of the people. Also, during project 
implementation, the locals and municipalities are engaged to draw a collective 
‘community vision about common problems, common potentialities, and shared 
solutions’. Overall, this phase encourages community participation, and this underlies 
local community development. In the case study area Bolgatanga, the people uphold 
cultural heritage and traditions (PHC, 2011), this factor needs to be considered when 
designing social programs and policies to achieve effective results (Graham et al., 2015; 
Mehta et al, 2011).  
Phase 4: empowering socially sustainable transformations 
This phase is crucial as local people are in the center of monitoring and evaluating the 
project outcomes, the communities affected by the developmental interventions and 
programs must be empowered enough to partake in monitoring, implementation, 
evaluation and assessing the program outcomes. This will ensure community involvement 
and sustainable social change (Nish & Bice, 2011:59). Drawing inference from this, SEs in 
Bolgatanga ought to establish community agreements and develop a social impact 
management plan that will integrate the socio-cultural beliefs, values, and practices of 
the local people to the project outcomes.  
2.8.3 The SIA Framework and criteria for assessing social impacts in Bolgatanga, Ghana.   
The framework identified local knowledge and capacities vital in the social change 
process, that is in order to strengthen the local capacities, the community needs, and 
past development projects or perceived impacts of established projects must be 
examined. As derived from the SIA, to achieve socially sustainable transformations, the 
local people should monitor and evaluate the project outcomes. Thus, this research 
investigates local people’s knowledge of social enterprises and rate social enterprises' 
performance on social issues in the local communities.  
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Again, drawing on the SIA framework, it has been proposed local socio-cultural 
characteristics which include the people’s customs, traditions, lifestyles, and values 
should form the basis for designing a collective development goal or community project 
by engaging key actors and stakeholders in the community. To analyze this, the study 
identifies the social impact social enterprises in Bolgatanga create and also examines 
whether socio-cultural factors influence the impact the local people experience.  
Community engagement is seen as a strategy to ensure positive outcomes of 
developmental interventions and programs, simply, the local people and the 
municipalities should be involved in all phases of the project right from initiation, 
planning, execution, monitoring, control and closure (Roseke et al., 2017). Here the study 
investigates the extent local people are engaged in social development projects in the 
community. 
To conclude, although the framework is presented in a rational sequence in practice it 
can extend beyond (SIA, 1994), hence, SIA practitioners should adjust the framework to 
fit the local context when required (Pisani & Sandham, 2006). 
2.9 The relationship between Local Knowledge and Community Development 
SIA emphasizes local people and stakeholders are involved in the planning of mitigation 
and assessing of social impacts, this way, community development outcomes are 
improved, thus, empowering local capacities and public commitments serve as a basis for 
effective community development (Imperlale & Vanclay, 2016). Integrating the people’s 
cultural heritage in the process implies a direct connection between local people’s 
knowledge and community development. Local knowledge is also termed as indigenous 
knowledge, traditional knowledge or wisdom, folk participation local knowledge, people’s 
knowledge (Senanayake, 2006), The global history and recognition of indigenous people 
as ‘peoples’ starts after World War II (Zappalaglio, 2013), the United Nations Charter 
(1945) stressed on recognizing human rights and the sovereignty of every individual 
irrespective of geographical and cultural background. By 2007, the United Nations 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was established, this framework ensures 
‘minimum standards for the survival, dignity, and well-being of the indigenous people of 
the world’ 
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The surrounding history of how the term indigenous people were first used has made 
some scholars attribute the term as negative (Peters & Mika, 2017), it follows that local 
knowledge is a ‘monopoly of trials and errors’ while modern knowledge is scientifically 
proven (Eyong, 2007). Contrarily, the question about the relevance and applicability of 
local knowledge in modern science is timely, for instance, the United Nations Inter-
Agency Support Group (IASG) (2019), insist local knowledge is prime to achieve the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) agenda by 2030. Also, (Eyong,2007), in a case 
study on central Africa demonstrates how indigenous knowledge can be adapted to 
achieve community growth and development, he further cited examples of how local 
knowledge is applied in the field of agriculture, medicine, and governance, implying, 
indigenous knowledge is tried and can be employed in a multidisciplinary field. Also, 
(Sengupta & Vieta, 2015) say indigenous knowledge is necessary for SEs serving in local 
communities, suggesting the ‘quadruple bottom line’ approach that is,  people, planet, 
profit, and purpose the latter is fixed on culture and community well-being as a means to 
measure the social impact created.  
In conclusion, local knowledge, and sustainable community development are connected, 
therefore, development practitioners specifically social enterprises in Bolgatanga Ghana 
should integrate the people’s knowledge in their activities to obtain a ‘social license to 
operate’ (Dare et al 2014; Jijelava & Vanclay 2014a, 2014b), and achieve sustainable 
social impacts in the local communities.  
2.9* Research Questions  
1. What do local people know about social enterprises? 
2. What is the impact of social enterprises on the local community?  
3. To what extent are locals engaged in social interventions and projects in the 
community? 
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3.0 Chapter 3. Methodology   
 
3.1 Use of Theory  
 
A theory explains a phenomenon and the relations between its variables that are used to 
predict or explain (Thomas, 2017), in starting a case study research it is much convenient 
to have some theory that guides the research questions, the relevant data to be collected 
and analyzed (Yin, 2016), The theory applied in this case study is the Social Impact 
Assessment [SIA] (International version, 2003), the work further adapts (Imperlale & 
Vanclay, 2016) framework for action.  The SIA framework for action “is a set of actions 
that social practitioners can implement together with local communities to help decision-
makers, development agencies, and local communities achieve improved social outcomes 
through enhanced understanding and better management of the social issues associated 
with development projects” (Imperlale & Vanclay, 2016). Consequently, the SIA 
framework for action was applied to help social enterprises understand locals’ social 
problems in their communities of operation and develop necessary actions to solve the 
identified social problems thus determining whether social enterprises in Bolgatanga 
rightly understand, recognize, engage, and empower local people in the development 
interventions and projects as earlier discussed in the literature review to enhance social 
enterprises' impact in Bolgatanga. 
3.2 Primary Data Collection  
(Yin, 2016) asserts multiple sources of data for a case study research is important, the 
study used a questionnaire survey and structured interviews. The questionnaires were 
administered using an online data collection tool ‘Esurvey Creator,’ (Pajo, 2017), asserts 
such tools save time and eliminates the errors associated with the traditional data entry 
system, the findings from the survey were presented using descriptive statistical tools 
such as graphs, pie charts, cross-tabulations, and tables and inferential statistics like 
simple linear regression and Chi-Square. For the qualitative data, content analysis was 
used in the presentation of the findings, this enabled the researcher to make direct 
references to key quotes from the interviews.  
Again, five social enterprises were randomly selected from the Social Enterprise Ghana 
list of SEs in the Upper East Region, these social enterprises were in the field of 
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agriculture, women empowerment, manufacturing, arts, and crafts. The different 
backgrounds of the selected SEs offered the study a broad picture of the situation in the 
local communities. 
3.3 Secondary Data Collection 
The study made use of published data from academic journals, internet sources, 
institutional reports, and government statistics.  These sources of data gave a variety of 
information on the topic, it also shaped the study into context.  
3.4 Sample frame and size determination 
Slovin’s formula was used to determine the sample size of this study, the formula is given 
as n= N/1+Ne², where n is the sample size (number of survey participants), N is the 
population size and e is the error margin.  Based on (PHC, 2010), the total population of 
Bolgatanga municipality is 131,550, the error of margin for this study is 0.08 thus, a 
confidence level of 92% was established. Substituting the above data into the formula, 
our sample size will be  
 156 
Therefore, the sample size of the survey for this work is one hundred and fifty-six. The 
questionnaire design for the study was categorized into four sections, first socio-
economic characteristics, local people’s knowledge of social enterprises, social problems 
social enterprises in Bolgatanga address and their performance on the social issues and 
lastly the extent local people are engaged in social development projects in the 
community. 
3.5 Measurement of Variables 
The used descriptive statistics to summarize the data, the work evaluates the sample 
data using the arithmetic average and standard deviation. The arithmetic average also 
referred to as the mean measures the central tendency of the population sample (Gooch, 
2011), the mean is the sum of all responses in the dataset divided by the number of 
responses in the data set. The standard deviation (SD±), describes the shape of our 
distribution, thus it indicates how far the individual responses to the question differ or 
deviate from the mean (Wan et al., 2014), a lower SD implies the responses are close to 
the mean and the reverse. It should be noted that a lower SD does not necessarily mean 
the performances are desirable, it just describes the distribution in relation to the mean. 
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Also, the data were grouped into categorical and ordinal variables, for example, a five-
point scale, (1-excellent, 2-above average, 3-average, 4-below average and 5- extremely 
poor) was used to rate the performance of social enterprises on addressing social 
problems in the local communities. Finally, the study used inferential statistics to make 
inferences about the population, all inferential analysis was carried out using SPSS.  
3.6 Ethics  
In reference to the Statement of Ethical Practice… (2004, p.4), the anonymity and privacy 
of respondents ought to be protected, to begin the process, consent was sought from the 
International Hellenic University before the fieldwork was started. By this participant 
were informed all data retrieved is solely for academic purposes and ‘Research 
participants should be made aware of their right to refuse participation whenever and for 
whatever reason, they wish’ (Statement of Ethical Practice…, 2002, p. 3). Lastly, the study 
used pseudonyms instead of the names of the respondents to protect their identity. 
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4.0 Chapter 4. Data Analysis and Discussion of Findings  
 
This chapter covers the analysis of data from the survey and the interviews conducted. 
4.1 Demographic and Socio-economic Characteristics  
 The demographic and socio-economic data of the local community members was based 
on their gender, age, level of education, occupation, religion, family status and length of 
stay in the community. The SIA framework requires the recognition of local demographic 
features to form the basis to understand social issues in the community, the table below 
shows the responses of males and females with the corresponding numbers and 
percentages. 
Table 4.1 Gender of the respondents  
 Frequency  Percentage (%)  Cumulative Frequency  
Male  103 65.6 65.6 
Female  54 34.4 100 
Total  157 100  
 
Fig. 4.1 Gender of respondents  
 
 
4.1.2 Age  
From the survey conducted about 3.2% of participants were below 20 years, 59.9% were 
within the ages of 20-30, 33.8% between the ages of 31-40, 2.5% are between the ages 
of 41-50 and 0.6% within the ages of 51-60. Clearly, most of the respondents were youth 
confirming the (PHC, 2010), the demographics of the municipality is characterized by 
younger people. Globally, senior citizens are digitally excluded as they have struggles in 
using technological devices (Reneland-Forsman, 2018), this could also be an obvious 
reason for the low participation of elderly people in Bolgatanga as the responses there 
had no participants for 60 years and above.     
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Fig 4.2 Age of respondents  
Age Frequency Percentage 
 < 20 years 5 3.2 
20 – 30 years 94 59.9 
31 – 40 years 53 33.8 
41 – 50 years 4 2.5 
              51 – 60 years 1 0.6 
              60+ 0 0 
Total 157 100.0 
4.1.3: The educational level of respondents  
From Fig 4.2 about 87.9% and 2.5% had tertiary and other forms of higher education, 
1.3% had no formal education, 1.3% had some form of primary education whiles 0.6% 
and 6.4% had Junior High School and Senior High School education respectively. Usually, 
the educational level of a population depicts the level of socio-economic development of 
the communities and how the people behave, the (PHC,2010) report indicates 15.5% of 
the population 12 years and older in the Bolgatanga municipality use the internet. Since 
the online survey required the use of the internet and some level of literacy to 
participate, it will be wrong to conclude the percentages seen in Fig 4.3 reflects the total 
educational level of people in Bolgatanga municipality. 
Fig 4.3 Educational level of respondents  
 
 
 
4.1.4  Occupational background of respondents 
In Fig 4.4, 24.0% of the respondents were students, 18.2% were self-employed, 
whiles47.4% were employed for wages, farmers and retired workers had the same 
percentage of 0.6%, and 9.1% were engaged in other forms of occupation. From the 
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figures, 65.6% of the respondents are actively working this confirms the (PHC, 2010), 
report the Bolgatanga municipality is catching up to urbanization, notwithstanding, this 
factor may influence their perception of the social problem in the local communities. 
Fig 4.4: Respondents' occupation 
 
 
4.1.5 Religious background of respondents  
From figure 4.5, about 78.9% are Christians, 19.7% Muslims and 1.3% are Traditionalists, 
this information shows the dominant religion in the Bolgatanga municipality is 
Christianity as reported in the (PHC, 2010).  
Fig 4.5: Religious affiliation 
 
4.1.6 Family status of respondents  
From the survey analysis, 69.9% are single, 28.8% married, 0.7% are separated and 0.7% 
are divorced.  Single people constitute the majority followed by the married couple, this 
data affirms the youthful age data earlier recorded, as recent research reveals most 
young people are in no hurry to get married due to educational commitments and 
economic hardships (Gurrentz, 2018).  
 
   
  -27- 
Fig 4.6: Family status of respondents 
 
4.1.7: Length of stay in the community 
According to Fig 4.7, 20.3% of the participants have lived in the community for 1-3 years, 
17.6% have lived there for 4-6 years, whiles 56.6% have been living there for 7 years and 
above, 5.9% answered others some indicated they were seasonal workers. These figures 
were considered relevant to the study, as most of the respondents have lived long 
enough in the municipality and thus, have a fair idea of social problems there.  
Fig 4.7: Length of stay in the community 
 
4.2 Local peoples’ knowledge of social enterprises 
It was necessary to first establish local people’s awareness and understanding of what a 
social enterprise is or not and their contribution to community development. The results 
from the analysis show that 41. 4% were aware of some social enterprises in Bolgatanga, 
30.7% said no and 27.9% were uncertain. to validate this result, survey participants were 
asked to describe what a social enterprise is, (Fig 4.8) shows respondents view on social 
enterprises. This was a multiple-answer question, From the analysis, a greater part of the 
respondents 71.4% agreed social enterprises are businesses with a social objective, 
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22.6% said social enterprises depend on donations and grants from public sources, whiles 
22.6% believed social enterprises are established as a replacement for the non-profit 
sector, 35.3% responded social enterprises generate surpluses and re-invest in the 
business and /or community and 12.8% stated social enterprises generate profits and 
transfer them to investors. Again, the survey respondents were asked to mention any 
social enterprises they know in the municipality, lots of their responses were in the 
category of charity, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), organizations who were 
socially responsible and  Community Based Organizations (CBOs). These responses affirm 
the concept of social entrepreneurship and social enterprise education is new and now 
rising in Ghana and thus needs further exploration (Darko & Koranteng, 2015; Duah-
Agyemang, 2017). All the social enterprises that were interviewed affirmed that the low 
level of public awareness of social enterprises not only in the municipality but 
countrywide was a challenge and this has made it difficult to garner support and attract 
volunteers. The following statement from an interview with Social Enterprise 5 confirms 
the assertion above. 
“Lack of awareness and acceptance in some communities affects our activities and social 
interventional programs as the people show a slow response to change” 
Fig 4.8 Local people’s awareness of social enterprises 
 
Further, it was revealed that there are no present laws or guidelines that regulate social 
enterprises activities in the municipality, however, a mapping exercise is ongoing of the 
various social enterprises in the northern part of Ghana to be able to identify the gaps 
and constraints thereof to bring social enterprises up to scale to enable them to address 
societal and environmental challenges for inclusive growth. 
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Fig 4.9: Local people’s understanding of social enterprises 
 
 
4.3 Impact of Social Enterprises on the Community  
In assessing the social impact of social enterprise on the local communities, respondents 
were asked whether they agree social enterprises in Bolgatanga have an impact on the 
local communities or not, the results show 85% of the participants agree whiles 14% did 
not agree. The majority of the respondents (63%) affirmed social enterprises alleviate 
socio-economic problems by providing employment opportunities, education assistance, 
agricultural support services, alleviate poverty and hunger and other pressing social 
problems in the communities. To verify this information, the study enquired from the 
municipal assembly whether the social enterprises in the municipality embark on social 
projects in the local communities, the response was positive. Again, the selected social 
enterprises that were interviewed were asked to specify the social problems they address 
in the local communities. 
Social Enterprise 1 
“We contribute to food sufficiency through smallholder farming development and support 
services, we advocate and undertake prevention campaigns against some common pest diseases 
in the community, we also seek for a market for their products.” 
Social Enterprise 2 
“Providing financial support for local women, we offer training in pottery, basketry, wall designing, 
and canvas painting” 
From the interviews, it was also observed that although the activities of these social 
enterprises contribute to the development of the local communities, there are unclear 
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quantitative data on the exact impacts they create in the local communities, hence, it is difficult 
to monitor and evaluate the outcomes of their development projects and interventions.  
Fig 4: 9a Graphical representation of community problems social enterprises address 
 
From the survey responses, others mentioned female genital mutilation, drug abuse, 
child marriage, and awareness on climate as additional fields social enterprises in 
Bolgatanga address. The SIA framework demonstrates a need for recognizing locals' 
perceived performance about past social interventions, hence, locals were made to rate 
social enterprises’ performance in solving the identified social issues in Bolgatanga. 
Fig 4.9b:  Ratings of Social Enterprises performance on addressing social problems  
 
 
As part of the appraisal of social enterprises' performance on the social problems in 
Bolgatanga, the study used a five-point scale, (1-excellent, 2-above average, 3-average, 4-
below average and 5- extremely poor. Overall, it is seen their performance on 
unemployment, gender discrimination, agricultural issues, hunger, and poverty is close to 
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the average (middle of the scale). However, their performance on inaccessible loans, 
inadequate toilet facilities, inadequate water, and poor sanitation, teaching and 
educational infrastructures are rated close to below average. To make it clearer, the 
mean value for agricultural issues is 2.56, gender discrimination is 2.72, hunger and 
poverty mean value is 2.76, and unemployment mean value is 2.89. However, their 
performance on addressing inadequate toilet facilities, water and sanitation had a mean 
value of 3.38 and 3.08 respectively. On rural electricity problems and inaccessible loans, 
their performance had a mean value of 3.19 and 3.19 respectively. 
As stated earlier in the literature, social enterprises in Ghana face diverse challenges such 
as resource acquisition, hence, they are unable to conduct need analysis to identify the 
specific social problems that are of urgency to the local people.  
The study sought to know whether socio-cultural factors influence the social impact 
social enterprises create in the local communities. Respondents were asked to rate how 
the following factors may affect the impact they experience. From the descriptive 
statistics, the mean values show these factors have an influence on the impact they are 
experiencing.  
Fig 4.9c Socio-cultural factors that influence social enterprises impact 
 
From Fig 4.9b, education, and language had the highest mean value of 4.40, followed by 
traditional beliefs and practices 4.11, the religious background of the people had a mean 
value of 4.14,  political background of the people had a mean value of 4.04, and the 
ethnic background of the people had a mean value of 3.93. 
Also, the study used simple linear regression to examine the relationship between socio-
cultural factors and the perceived social impact. From Table 4.2, the relationship 
between socio-cultural factors and social impact is significant at an 8% significance level. 
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The relationship between the variables is weak (R =.206) since any regression value, less 
than 0.3 is generally considered as a weak or no relationship (Moore et., 2013). The R2 
value for the model is .043, this indicates that 4.3% of the variation in the social impact’s 
respondents are experiencing is explained by the socio-cultural factors in the model. The 
F-statistic of .817 is significant at an 8% significance level. The relationships between 
traditional beliefs and practices and social impact, Ethnic background and social impact, 
religious background, and social impact are significant at an 8% significance level. For 
traditional beliefs and practices, t =.153; β =.004; with Ethnic background, t =-.159; β =-
.006; and for religious background, t =1.376; β =.048. The coefficient (B) values of .004, 
.006, and .048 for traditional beliefs and practices, ethnic background, and religious 
background, respectively indicates that there would be a 0.4%, 0.6%, 4.8% influence on 
the social impact respondents are experiencing as a result of a 100% change in traditional 
beliefs and practices, ethnic background, and religious background, respectively. 
 Table 4.2 Simple linear regression analysis on the relationship between socio-cultural 
factors and social impact  
Model Unstandardized B Standard 
Error of B 
t p-value 
Constant .962 .152 6.320 .000 
Traditional beliefs and practices .004 .029 .153 .879 
Ethnic background -.006 .037 -.159 .874 
Religious background .048 .035 1.376 .172 
Political background -.028 .027 -1.024 .309 
Education and language .022 .031 .701 .485 
Model Summary 
R2 = .043 
Adjusted R2 = -.010 
F-statistic = .817 
Predictors: Predictors: (Constant), Traditional beliefs and practices, Ethnic background, Religious 
background, Political background, Education and language, perceived factors to influence social 
enterprise impact on the community   
Dependent Variable: Social impact 
*Significance level at 8%  
Survey data, 2019 
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In summary, although socio-cultural factors can impact an organization in diverse ways as 
these elements shape the people's perceptions and needs, the results indicate the social 
impact the people are experiencing in their local communities is not influenced by these 
factors, thus the activities and contributions of the SEs to community development has 
no relationship to these identified factors, a probable reason for this results could be the 
biases associated with online survey, for instance, many tend to give information without 
giving critical thought to the questions asked.  
4.4 The extent local people are engaged in the development process 
In examining the applicability of the SIA framework in the Bolgatanga municipality, the 
study sought to assess the extent of locals' participation in social development projects. 
Respondents were asked whether they have participated in any development project 
since 2014. From the analysis, 40.17% have participated in development projects in their 
local communities whiles 59.83% have not participated.  
Fig 4.9d Local People’s Participation in Development Projects 
 
The 40.17% of respondents who participated in development projects in their local 
communities mentioned clean up exercises, voluntary teaching, financial contributions 
and advocacy for against early marriage as some of their contributions towards the 
development of their communities. Most of the respondents who answered no were 
asked to specify the reasons for their non-involvement in community projects (Fig 4.9d) 
show their reasons. 
Also, findings revealed social enterprises do not involve the local people in the process of 
development, yet from the review, local people best know their needs and resources 
acquired to address their needs, thus, to ensure community development social 
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enterprises must involve the beneficiaries to ensure the sustainability of their project or 
interventions outcomes. 
However, the findings from the municipal assembly showed that local people are 
involved in community projects through their representatives for instance, the assembly 
members of the local communities.  
“Open defecation free project was an all-inclusive project where assembly members were 
consulted for their inputs” Presiding member, Bolgatanga Municipal Assembly.  
Fig 4.9e Reasons for non-participation 
 
Table 4.3: The extent local people participate in social development projects 
Activity  Mean ±SD  
 
Project identification 2.63± 1.03  
Project preparation and formulation 2.89± 0.95 
Project review and approval 3.03± 0.93 
Project implementation and monitoring 2.78± 1.07 
Survey data, 2019 
Table 4.2 reflects the mean and standard deviation values of the level of participation in 
social development projects in Bolgatanga. Using the scale of 1 to 4, (1= a lot, 2= a little, 
3=not at all, 4=none) the mean values are interpreted as follows; the majority of the 
people participated in project identification with the mean value of 2.63, followed by 
project implementation and monitoring, project preparation and formulation with mean 
values of 2.78, and 2.89 respectively. Findings from the interview with the municipal 
presiding officer showed the evaluation of projects is done by experts in the municipal 
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assembly.  “Evaluation is done based on agreed standards and in collaboration with the 
municipal experts in the relevant fields”. Presiding member, Bolgatanga Municipal 
Assembly. 
Again, with reference to the number of years respondents have lived in Bolgatanga and 
its influence on participation in development projects, the relationship was not 
statistically significant (Chi-Square value=1.356, P-value =0.508 >0.05). Notwithstanding 
respondents who have lived in Bolgatanga for a period of 7 years and above were seen to 
have participated more in development projects. 
 
Table 4:4: Local People Participation in Development Projects by the Length of Community Stay 
  Length of Community Stay 
 
Total 
1-3 yrs. 4-7 yrs. 7yrs. and above 
Have you participated in 
and development 
project in your 
community since 2014?  
Total  
Yes 
 
No 
12 
 
6 
 
18 
11 
 
11 
 
22 
47 
 
29 
 
76 
70 
 
46 
 
116 
Chi-Square value=1.356          P-value=0.508 
Survey data, 2019 
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5.0 Chapter 5. Summary of Findings, Recommendations, and Conclusions 
The research sought to assess local people’s knowledge of social enterprises' impact in 
the Bolgatanga municipality. Although urbanization is fast catching up with the 
Bolgatanga municipality, government statistics indicate that the Upper East region 
(Bolgatanga) continues to be among the poorest area in the country, the prevalence of 
social issues poverty, unemployment, illiteracy, gender discrimination, ethnic conflicts, 
poor health, water crisis, and poor sanitation informed the researcher to investigate the 
social impact of social enterprises in the municipality. To achieve the research aims, three 
research objectives were formulated (see section 1.3 of Chapter One). Hence, the 
findings were presented based on the specific issues that were analyzed in the previous 
chapter.  
5.1 Summary of Key Findings 
5.1.2 Minimum understanding of Social Enterprises by the Local People 
• Despite the presence and contributions of social enterprises to community 
development thus, SEs addressing social problems in the Bolgatanga municipality, 
there is still a minimum understanding and awareness of social enterprises, the 
lack of acceptance in some communities this creates an unfriendly environment 
for social enterprises to operate.  
5.1.3 Moderate Impact of Social Enterprises on the local communities 
• Social enterprises in Bolgatanga municipality have a moderate impact on the local 
communities, most of the enterprises due to resource constraints are unable to 
increase their reach in the local communities. The study also observed there is no 
direct relationship between the impact the people are experiencing and socio-
cultural factors however, the local people give value to these identified socio-
cultural elements. 
5.1.4 Non-Involvement of local people in the development process 
• The findings of the study revealed most of the local people did not fully 
participate in development projects in their communities, the major reason for 
their non-participation being not enough information on development projects in 
the municipality. Also, social enterprises do not involve the local people in the 
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process of development, however, it was seen in the literature review the 
involvement of local people sets the agenda for sustainable community 
development as local people know what their community needs are and the 
needed resources to solve them. It was also shown that the length of community 
stay did not influence their level of participation in development projects, but in 
general, the people who have lived in the community for seven years and above 
participated most in development projects in their local communities. 
The findings from the literature review and survey affirms the concept of social 
enterprises is timely particularly in developing economies as there are prevalent social 
issues these social enterprises can use commercial business strategies to tackle, social 
problems are of a national concern, unfortunately, political and social institutions efforts 
in addressing them have proved insufficient, although there are success stories globally 
of social enterprises as key drivers in poverty alleviation and economic growth, the 
results from this study seem consistent with the previous research by  (Darko & 
Korangteng, 2015; Duah-Agyeamang, 2017), that social enterprise as a concept is new in 
Ghana thereby many people have minimum understanding of the concept. The purpose 
of the study was to examine the social impact of social enterprises in the Bolgatanga 
municipality, earlier research suggests to effectively address the issues, the problems 
need to be considered from the perspectives of the local people (Vanclay, 2012), hence 
the people’s local knowledge is vital in the development process. Still, other researchers 
warn of the dangers associated with local knowledge stating the approach is a ‘monopoly 
of trials and errors’ as compared to modern knowledge which is scientifically proven 
(Eyong, 2007). These results clearly contradict the earlier findings by (Eyong, 2017), in 
that, the local people in Bolgatanga had a better understanding of their social problems 
and could rate the performance of these social enterprises from their socio-cultural 
viewpoint, It should be stated however that, the existing social enterprises in Bolgatanga 
do not involve local people to conduct a need assessment but rather select and tackle 
any social problems in the local communities which in essence may not be priority to the 
local people hence it may affect the project outcomes as (Vanclay & Imperiale, 2016) 
asserts.  Locals involvement in the development process is shown to yield greater 
outcomes (Bonye et al., 2013)and the non-involvement of locals in the Bolgatanga 
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municipality can be used to justify why northern Ghana lags behind development (Jatoe 
et al.,) since many developmental interventions are run from top to bottom. Again, From 
the study, it was noticed the environment influences the grouping of social enterprises, 
whiles in developed economies focus is on providing a green environment, services for 
the physically challenged people and social networking platforms in contrast attention in 
developing countries such as Ghana attention is on addressing social problems such as 
were seen in the focus area of the randomly selected social enterprises in Bolgatanga. 
Notwithstanding the focus area in a competitive market, social enterprises need to be 
innovative to stay relevant as Schumpeter suggests.  
Maraña (2010) introduced an element of culture in development, by inference, social 
enterprises should have a balance between culture and innovation as local people respond to 
information from what they know. Local knowledge is proven to shape their perceptions 
and attitudes of the local people and thus, local knowledge is important for local-level 
development and should be integrated into the development process.  
There are potentials in the municipality particularly now that the area is catching up with 
urbanization, the SIA framework for action emphasizes on local people’s involvement in 
all stages of the development process, thus looking at the future to effectively address 
social issues in the case study area and ensure inclusive growth and development, social 
enterprises, development practitioners, policymakers and all stakeholders should 
appreciate the local people’s knowledge by understanding the social problems from their 
perspectives, recognize local concerns and development actors, foster community 
engagement and empower local people to build social cohesion thereby achieving 
sustainable community development. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
To conclude, the study assessed local people’s knowledge of social enterprises' impact on 
the community, using the Bolgatanga municipal assembly in the Upper East region of 
Ghana as a case study. The concept of social enterprises is now emerging in Ghana, the 
study showed there are minimum knowledge and understanding of the concept, that is 
to say,  the concept lacks clarity since not enough research has been conducted on it. 
However, the literature review showed social enterprises has the potential to solve socio-
economic problems in Ghana, the results from the survey and interviews conducted 
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provided some first-hand information on social enterprises' impact on addressing social 
problems in the Bolgatanga municipality. Again, the study observed the local people in 
Bolgatanga uphold their cultural values and thus, development practitioners in the 
municipality should integrate local people’s knowledge which is formed by their cultural 
identity in all stages of development right from project designing to implementation and 
evaluation to achieve desired project outcomes in the local communities. The Social 
Impact Assessment framework for action was demonstrated to help local communities, 
social enterprises, policy-makers, and all development partners to appreciate and 
understand local problems and design appropriate actions or interventions to address 
them this will improve locals' involvement in their own growth process thereby 
enhancing development outcomes. 
Overall the survey findings indicate there is minimal understanding of social enterprises 
as a sector this creates a hostile environment for the sector to operate. Also, social 
enterprises have a moderate impact on local communities. Again, the findings show it is 
necessary local people are engaged in social development projects and interventions in 
their communities to ensure inclusive growth thereby achieving sustainable community 
development. 
With reference to the study and analysis of the questionnaire and interviews about the 
social problems in Bolgatanga and social enterprise contribution on addressing the issues, 
this paper makes the following recommendations; 
❖ Raising public awareness of social enterprises, there should be public campaigns 
to increase the understanding of the sector to create a conducive environment 
for social enterprises to thrive in Ghana.  
❖ Increase the consumption of goods and services from social enterprises, social 
enterprises are drivers for economic growth, locals must be encouraged to 
patronize their goods and services to support their activities, this, in the long run, 
will increase growth thereby their ability to focus more on the set social and 
environmental objectives in order to reach out to more people in the local 
communities thereby increasing their impact. 
❖ Encouraging local participation in the process of community development, local 
people must be empowered enough to mobilize their own capacities, control 
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their own resources and make decisions affecting their own lives to achieve 
inclusive growth and development. Social enterprises should note community 
development involves local people's participation to gain the necessary support 
such as volunteering, acquiring resources and even community advertising of 
their goods or services.   
❖ Creating a legal framework to guide social enterprises activities, the government 
should create legislation to regulate the activities of social enterprises in Ghana, 
this framework will provide clarity on the issue, people can assess information 
and seek support such as capacity building, training programs and collaborate 
with the relevant institutions and stakeholders to increase their organization’s 
social and environmental impacts in the local communities they operate. 
❖ Academia, further research can be done on providing quantitative data on social 
enterprises' impact in Ghana, social entrepreneurship education as an academic 
discipline in Ghana, and lastly tax exemptions for social enterprises by the 
government to serve as motivation for nascent entrepreneurs and existing social 
enterprises.  
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Questionaire Design 
  
Hello, my name is Eunice Sarpong a master student at International Hellenic University 
(Greece). My research is focused on “Assessing local people’s knowledge of social 
enterprises' impact on the community: A Case Study of the Bolgatanga Township, 
Ghana”. I would appreciate it if you could make time to answer the questions in this 
study. 
This questionnaire will be used to contribute to statistical data of the study, kindly note, 
this is solely for academic purpose and your response will be treated with confidentiality 
and anonymity.  
The results of the survey can be made available to you if interested.  
Thank you for your participation. 
 
Section A: Demographic and Socio-Economic Data 
1. Sex         [ ] Male [] Female [] Other  
2. Age   ≤ 20 [ ] 20- 30 [ ]   31-40 [ ]   41-50 [  ]   51-60 [  ]   60+ [   ] 
3. Education level 
No School [ ]  Primary [ ]   JHS[  ] SHS [  ] Tertiary [  ] Others please specify [  ]  
4. Occupation? 
Student [ ] Self-employed [ ] Employed for wages [  ]  Farming [  ] Retired [ ] 
Other [  ]  
5. Religion 
Christian [  ]  Moslem [  ] Traditional [  ]  other (please specify) [   ] 
6. Family Status   
               Single [   ] Married [  ] Divorce [  ] Separated [   ] 
7. How long have you been living in this community? 
1-3years[  ] 4-6 years [   ]   7years and above [   ] 
Section B: Local people’s knowledge of social enterprises 
8. Are you aware of any social enterprise in your community? 
Yes [   ] No[   ] Not sure[  ] 
9. Please mention, if any…………………………….. 
10. Which of the following best describes social enterprises? (please you can tick 
more than one option) 
1. A business with a social aim [  ]   
2. Dependent on donations and grants from public sources 
3. Established as a replacement for the non-profit sector  
4. Generating surpluses that are re-invested in the business and/or community 
5. Generating profits and transferring them to investors and owners 
6. None of the above 
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Section C: Impact assessment of social enterprise on community development 
11. Do you agree social enterprises in Bolga have an impact on the local 
communities?  
Yes [  ]  No[  ]  
 
12. If yes, which of the following problems do social enterprises address in your 
community?  
(please you can tick more than one option) 
1. Unemployment [  ] 
2. Gender discrimination [   ]  
3. Rural electricity problem [  ] 
4. Hunger and poverty [  ] 
5. Agricultural issues [  ]  
6. Inaccessible loans [  ] 
7. Inadequate water and Poor Sanitation[  ]  
8. Inadequate toilet facilities [   ] 
9. Lack of teaching materials and educational infrastructures [    ] 
10. Others (please specify) [  ] 
 
13.  Please rate social enterprises’ performance in addressing the problems in your 
community. 
Socio-economic 
Problem 
Excellent  Above 
average  
Average  Below 
Average  
Extremely 
Poor  
Unemployment      
Gender discrimination       
Rural electricity  
problem 
     
Hunger and poverty       
Agricultural issues      
Inaccessible loans      
Inadequate water and 
poor sanitation  
     
Inadequate toilet 
facilities 
     
Teaching and 
educational 
infrastructures  
     
Others       
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Section D: Socio-cultural factors that may affect social enterprises impacts  
1. Using a scale of 0=Not at all important to 5=Very important, please rate how the 
following factors may affect social enterprise impact in your community.  
Factors  0 1 2 3 4 5 
Traditional beliefs and practices ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Ethnic background ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Religious background of the people ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Political background ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Educational bacground ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
 
Section E: Extent of local people's participation in development projects 
15. Have you ever participated in any development projects in your community since 2014?  
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
16.  If yes, how? …………………………………………………………………. 
17. If No to Q15, what are the reasons why you have not been actively involved in any 
projects towards community development?  
(Multiple responses if applicable)  
[ ] Not part of our responsibilities [ ] Not interested  
[ ] No time [ ] Financial reasons [ ] Other (specify)…………………  
18. Do you receive an invitation from social enterprises in your community to participate in 
any social development projects? 
 [] Yes [ ] No [ ]  
19. If yes, how often? [ ] always  [ ] sometimes [ ] rarely  [ ] never 
20. To what extent do you participate in the following activities? 
Activity Participation 
1. A lot  2. A 
little  
3. Not at 
all  
4. None  
Project 
Identification  
 
❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Project Preparation ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
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and Formulation  
 
Project Review and 
Approval  
 
❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Project 
Implementation and 
Monitoring  
 
❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
Project Evaluation  
 
❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
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Appendix 2: Interview guide for selected institutions – Social Enterprises  
 
Hello, my name is Eunice Sarpong a master student at International Hellenic University (Greece). 
My research is focused on “Assessing local people’s knowledge of social enterprises' impact on 
the community: A Case Study of the Bolgatanga Township, Ghana”. I would appreciate it if you 
could make time to answer the questions in this study. 
This questionnaire will be used to contribute to statistical data of the study, kindly note, this is 
solely for academic purpose and your response will be treated with confidentiality and 
anonymity.  
The results of the survey can be made available to you if interested.  
Thank you for your participation. 
1. Name of Social Enterprise ……………………………………………………………………….. 
2. What is your role (position) here ………………………………….? Contact Number …………………… 
3. Year of the establishment? …………………………………………………… 
4. Kindly give a brief description of your organization ………………………………………….. 
5. Does your social enterprise solve any social problems in the communities of operation?  
Please tick: Yes [  ] No [  ]  
If yes, kindly specify …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
6. What challenges does your organization face in addressing the social problems in 
the local communities? …………………………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
7. Does your organization involve the local people when addressing a community need? 
Please tick Yes [   ]   No  [      ]             
 
If yes, how does your organization involve the local people in the development projects 
or programs from (initiation, planning, design, implementation, and maintenance)?   
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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If no why? ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
8.  Do you collaborate with other institutions in addressing social problems in the local 
communities you operate?  
If Yes who are these institutions …………………………………………………………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
If no why? …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
9. How many social development projects or programs have your organization 
embarked on over the years of the establishment?  (Please provide details) 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
10. Does your organization assess the impact of the projects or programs embarked 
on in the local community? 
      Please tick: Yes [  ]  No[  ] 
If Yes, kindly specify how assessment is done ………………………………………………………………...  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
If no why? ………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
11. Do you have any additional comments about the interview?   
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Appendix 3: Interview guide: Development Planning Officer/ Presiding Member 
 
Hello, my name is Eunice Sarpong a master student at International Hellenic University 
(Greece). My research is focused on “Assessing local people’s knowledge of social 
enterprises' impact on the community: A Case Study of the Bolgatanga Township, Ghana”. 
I would appreciate it if you could make time to answer the questions in this study. 
This questionnaire will be used to contribute to statistical data of the study, kindly note, 
this is solely for academic purpose and your response will be treated with confidentiality 
and anonymity.  
The results of the survey can be made available to you if interested.  
Thank you for your participation. 
 
1. How long have you been in the Department/Office?  ……………………………………………………… 
2. What are your experiences over the past years about community development?  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
3. What are your main responsibilities? ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
4. Please, are you aware of any social enterprises in your municipality?  
Please tick: Yes [  ]    No [    ] 
5. Do social enterprises inform and engage your department when embarking on 
developmental projects or programs in the local communities?  Yes [   ]    No [  ] 
If yes how……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
If no why…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
6. How many development programs or projects have your department embarked on over the 
past five years? (Please provide details) 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
7. Do you collaborate with other institutions in addressing social problems in the local 
communities? Please tick: Yes [  ]  No [   ]                                                     
         If Yes who are these institutions………………………………………………………………………………  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
If no why? …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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8. Does your department assess the impact of developmental projects and programs embarked 
on in the local communities? 
        Yes[  ]  No[  ] 
        If yes kindly specify how assessment is done…………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
If no why?  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
9. Do you have any additional comments about the interview?  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
 
